This paper aims to study the inscription published in IG VII 53 from a linguistic point of view. It consists of a prose section that includes an epigram dedicated to the Megarians fallen during the Persian Wars. The inscription was presumably composed in the fifth century BC, but the preserved text was not inscribed before the fourth century AD. After revisiting this text's main scholarship, which has studied this inscription mainly from an archaeological, historical or literary approach, we apply a two-level linguistic analysis based on (a) the comparison of its linguistic data with epigraphical prose and other literary influences, and (b) the metrical constraints that could determine the choice between local and literary forms. As a complement to what current scholarship suggests, this methodological approach will allow us to distinguish to what extent it is possible to trace the original linguistic features of the earliest version of this epigram, as well as whether and how metrics contributed to preserve them.
Helladios the high priest caused the inscription for the heroes who died in the Persian War and lie here, which had been destroyed by time, to be inscribed in honour of the dead and the city. Simonides composed it.
"In striving to promote the day of freedom for Greece and the Megarians we received the lot of death, some beneath Euboea and Pelion, where the shrine called after the holy archer Artemis is situated, others on the height of Mycale, others before Salamis… others on the Boeotian plain, they who dared to pit their strength against men on horseback. Our fellow citizens granted us this privilege, round the centre-stone (omphalos) in the thronging agora of the Nisaeans." The city has sacrificed a bull right down to our day. 3 The "high-priest" Helladios had an epigram written that was lost with time (l.1-3). 4 The verses were dedicated to the Megarians fallen in the Persian Wars, and attributed to Simonides. The recipients of the dedication appear in the first couplet as the subject of the verb ἐδεξάμεθα "we received", as if they were taking the floor. Here we find the ancient ideal of pro patria mori accomplished by the dead. The three next couplets list the warlike contexts in which the Megarians lost their lives. The final distich turns to the third person 3 Τhe version of the Greek text reproduced here is not a standardized one. It presents the original spellings preserved in the monument in order to make more clear the linguistic analysis I carry out in this paper. I reproduce here Molyneux's English translation (1992:199) . 4 It seems that Helladios was a pagan priest (according to Petrovic 2007 , a priest of Apollo); for further comment and bibliography, see Bravi 2006:66 n.134. plural, referring to the compatriots who dedicated the monument in the agora.
A final prose line mentions the practice of sacrificing a bull.
The entire text constitutes an unusual epigraphical specimen within the epigrammatic tradition. Manuscript collections have preserved many epigrams ascribed to Simonides, however, as far as I know, there is no evidence of an epigram explicitly ascribed to the famous poet of Ceos preserved in a monument. Hence, this rara avis had to overfly many centuries (through different epigraphical and literary contexts) until his final flight alighted her in his current location.
The interpretation of IG VII 53: Context and realia

In the heat of the Persian Wars
Various elements set the epigram in the context of the Second Persian War . First, the mention of Euboia with the oronym Pelion (v.3), and the expression "Artemis' shrine" (Ἀρτέμιδος… τέμενος, v.4 ) is a geographical allusion to the Megarian involvement in the battle of Artemisium (480 BC). Indeed, Herodotus (8.11) tells us that the Megarians provided 20 ships for this battle. Second, Μ<υ>κάλας (v. 5) is a clear reference to the battle of Mycale (479 BC), although there is no direct evidence of Megarian intervention in the conflict according to Thucydides ' (1.94) or Diodorus Siculus' (11.44.2) account of the struggle. Third, "before Salamis" (ἐμπροσθε<ν> Σαλαμεῖνος, v. 5) refers to the location where the battle of Salamis (480 BC) took place. 5 After an omitted verse (v. 6), which probably began by τοὶ δέ, the poem continues with a reference to the battle of the Thermopylae (480 BC). 6 Finally, "in the Boeotian plain" (ἐν παιδίῳ Βοιωτίῳ, v. 7) situates us in the battle of Platea (479 BC), when the war came to an end. Now that we have established the intended chronological frame within which the epigram should be interpreted, it is time to turn to a discussion on the nature of the epigraphical object and how to interpret the inscription within its archaeological and historical context. 5 According to Herodotus (8.45) , the Megarians enrolled with 20 ships in Salamis again. 6 In spite of the fact that Herodotus (7.202) does not mention any Megarian in his casualty lists of the Thermopylae, the most suitable hypothesis is to see a reference to this battle in the omitted verse following the account of the Persian struggles (Wade-Gery 1933:96; Prandi 1990:64 n.42) . For Page (1981:215) , the allusion to the Thermopylae seems to be a claim of the Megarian intervention in the battle by the own Megarians that erected the monument.
A tomb, an omphalos, and an ancient sacrifice of a bull?
There is some controversy regarding the nature of the tombstone-like monument and its following association to the sacrifice of a bull mentioned in the final sentence (l.15). It seems that, basically, these funerary references must be related to the Megarian practice of honouring the dead soldiers as heroes. All these issues as well as the interpretation of the cultic value of term omphalos (l. 13) are still a matter of debate among scholars.
Much attention has been paid to the nature of the monument, mainly as to whether a grave really existed instead of a cenotaph (an empty tomb). 7 The epigram says that the citizens offered honours to the fallen soldiers in the agora, but in the prose part of the inscription we read "of the heroes who died and lie here" (κειμένω[ν] ἐνταῦθα). Pausanias (1.43.3) tells us that there was in Megara a public tomb (τάφος) of the men fallen in the Persian Wars, a statement that contradicts the tradition of burying the body in the battlefield since, according to Herodotus (9.85.2), the dead soldiers from Megara and Phlious were buried together in Plataea. 8 These honours provided to the dead soldiers are connected with the final reference to the sacrifice of a bull (l. 15): all this involve that the dead received cult as heroes, at least in the fourth or fifth centuries AD as from the last remark "right down to our day" (μέχρις ἐφ'ἡμῶν). 9 This allusion to the sacrifice also matches with the testimony of Plutarch (c. 46-120 AD) in which he explains that the Plataeans still commemorated the Greeks that lied in the spot in a ceremony where a bull was immolated (Plut. Arist. 21). As Chaniotis asserts, 10 we are dealing with a revival of an ancient custom rather than a survival. 11
Directly associated with this issue is the mention of an omphalos in the Megarian agora. This reference has been understood either as (a) a metaphoric 7 For a discussion on an original tomb, see Prandi 1990:64-65 . For a discussion on a cenotaph, see Wade-Gery 1933:96-97; Jacoby 1945:172 n.57; Schörner 2007:146-147, 261 , for whom the remains of the dead in sea battles could not be recovered. 8 For burial practices, see Clairmont 1983 :16-21, 60-73. 9 Boedecker 1997 :231-249. 10 Chaniotis 2005 :152. 11 Ekroth 2002 . According to Chaniotis (2005:152) , Helladios' words should be understood as a provocation to prevailing Christian laws. expression meaning "the centre of the city" 12 , or as (b) an "omphalos", its literal sense, inasmuch as there did exist a similar cultic object in other cities. These items were used as an altar for sacrifices, usually related to the cult of Apollo. 13 The interpretation of the term remains open.
Overall, all these questions are related to other attested cultic practices in the agora. For instance, reports that the legendary Coroebus was buried in the Megarian agora, and he also mentions the existence of other Megarian heroes' tombs in the bouleuterion, the so-called Shrine of Aesymnium. 14 Be that as it may, we can conclude that the epigram of IG VII 53 was intended to be written on a grave and that it was meant to leave written record of past history in the centre of the Megarian life. 15
More than eight centuries of history
We are dealing with different chronological axes depending on the content, the context, the linguistic phenomena, or the epigraphical features attested in the inscription. On the one hand, the semi-cursive script, the mention of the "high-priest" Helladios in the prose introduction, and late linguistic traits (<ε> for <αι>) push forward the inscription's date at least down to the fourth century AD. The connection to Simonides and the internal references in the couplets to the Persian Wars, on the other hand, which must be used only as a terminus post quem, point to the first part of the fifth century BC.
The main difficulty with the epigram's datation lies on how to interpret the passage "Helladios commanded to inscribe the epigram… that was obliterated by time" (ll.2-3). Does it refer to a re-inscription of the epigram 12 See Bravi 2006:68 n.144, who connects it to a similar expression for the "centre of Athens" in Pindar (Fr. 75.3 Maheler), where ὀμφαλός is determined by πολύβατος ("much-trodden", "much-frequented"), being therefore comparable to our λαοδόκος ("receiving the people"). 13 Petrovic 2007:199-200 supports the existence of an omphalos in the agora of Megara dedicated to Apollo. His argument is based on a legendary cult of Apollo in the polis (Paus. 1.43.8; Str. 9.394), as well as on the existence of an omphalos in Aegina related to the cult of the fallen in the Persian Wars. 14 After the end of monarchy, the magistrate Aesymnius went to Delphi to ask the god for the best way to make his region more prosperous. Based on the oracle's answer, the Megarians understood that they should build a council-chamber over the tombs of their heroes in order to make better decisions. The name of Aesymnius lies in the local council-chamber. 15 See in this regard Clairmont 1983 , especially page 101. Petrovic (2007 , following Pausanias' testimony, argues for the designation of the dead as heroes in the prose part of the inscription, as well as for the existence of a heroon in the agora. For a possible change of location of the bodies in 460 BC, see Prandi 1990:64 n.44, with bibliography. because the original was illegible, or does it simply mean "inscribed" from a previous version whose original belonged to an epigrammatic anthology? 16 In Petrovic's opinion, the text was copied from an omphalos which was damaged along with the destructions underwent by Megara before and during Helladios' time. 17 There is no definitive answer to this issue. The debate only suggests that for readers in the fourth AD it existed a chronological gap between the two versions.
The extant version of the text
In addition to epigraphical collections and numerous studies, the epigram is also integrated in Simonides' anthologies. 18 In this paper, we follow Wilhelm's edition (1899) with later corrections made by Wade-Gery (1933 Gaertringen 1926 nº30; Wade-Gery 1933:95-97; Friedländer 1938:120; Tod 1951 nº20; SEG 13.312, GVI 9; Pfohl 1966:75, 209 n.82; Vries 1967 n.12; Podlecki 1973:25; Page 1975 Page , 1981 Chaniotis 1988, D 57; Molyneux 1992:199-200; Bravi 2006:65-68; Petrovic 2007:194-208; Schörner 2007:261-262 
Misspellings and errors
The inscribed text presents some important issues regarding editing, dating, and interpretation on account of its irregular spellings and errors. First, the letters' rendering is not homogeneous (see for instance, the different shaping for <A>), and the lines' layout is very uneven. Second, an entire pentameter in v.6, and a word in v.9 are omitted due to a careless copy. Third, some letters are missing as well (ἐμπροσθε<ν> v.5), and others are incorrectly added ({ι} v. 3). For a better comprehension of the text, it is necessary to accept the reading of λαοδόκω<ι> ᾽ν ἀγορῇ (v. 14) proposed by Wade-Gery. 19 His interpretation as a dative form in accordance with agora is the most suitable way to explain the presence of this adjective ('receiving people') in the inscription (for the prodelision of ἐν see §4.1.1).
The text presents graphic misspellings owed to the late pronunciation both in the prose and in the verse sections ( §4.1). Thus, we find <ι> for <ει> in ἀέξιν, ὂρι and ἰς (ἀἐξειν, ὂρει, εἰς), <ει> for <ι> in Σαλαμεῖνος, Νεισέων and τειμήν (Σαλαμῖνος, Νισαίων, τειμήν), <oι> for <υ> in Μοικάλας (Μυκάλης), <ε> for <αι> in κε, καλεῖτε, ἱένε and Νεισέων (καί, καλεῖται, ἱέναι, Νισαίων), and <αι> for <ε> in παιδίῳ (πεδίῳ). The unexpected imperfect ἐναγίζεν instead of ἐνηγίζεν can be understood as a later form without its augment (like in Ptolemaic papyri) or, more simply, as a mistake according to the aforementioned graphic inconsistencies. 20
The original version… literary or epigraphical?
Regarding the preserved epigram, there is no agreement among scholars about (a) the existence of an earlier version, either epigraphic or in other form, (b) the original number of verses, and (c) the ascription to Simonides. Some authors believe that the text was a copy from a book with an anthology of epigrams, because of its spellings, misspellings, and the nongeneralised practice of marking the authorship in archaic and classical 19 Wade-Gery 1933:95. 20 For Page (1981:213 n.2), ἐναγίζεν is less used than the present ἐναγίζει. The imperfect is a better match, especially if Chaniotis' hypothesis (2005:152) is correct, see §2.2. For other epigraphic and literary parallels of ἐνᾰγίζω ("to offer a sacrifice" or "to offer sacrifice(s) to the dead") applied to a context of honouring of fallen soldiers or heroes, see DGE s.v. ἐναγίζω 1. periods. 21 Other scholars, to the contrary, see an original dating from the fifth century BC, which was ascribed to the poet. 22 As it stands, the poem is disproportionately long in comparison with other Persian War epigrams, and pre-Hellenistic metrical inscriptions. 23 Consequently, it has been suggested that a first original distich was later extended, a common phenomenon in late anthologies. 24 A third line of interpretation argues that all the couplets belonged to the first version, given the existence of other inscriptions dating from this period with more than two verses. 25 However, most of the long cognates are found in more recent metrical inscriptions and in epigrams transmitted by medieval sources (sometimes also ascribed to Simonides). 26 According to Petrovic, 27 there are three main reasons for supporting the idea that the last couplet was a later addition from a literary source: (a) the reference to the settlement of the dedication, useful for a reader of epigrams transmitted in collections or books where the original epigraphic context was lost, (b) the ethnic Νισαῖοι, unusual before the fifth and fourth centuries BC for distinguishing Megara from Megara Hyblaea, 28 and (c) the epigram's attribution to Simonides, since in epigraphic poetry epigrams are not signed before the fourth century BC. 29 21 See Wilhelm 1899 and Wade-Gery 1933:96. The latter does not date the original text's composition. 22 Page 1981:213-215. 23 For literary epigrams attributed to Sim., see Page 1981:nn.XI-XIII, XV, XXIV or XXXIV. 24 Wilhelm 1899; Friedländer 1983; Pfohl 1966; Petrovic 2007 . The same applies to two epigrams dedicated to the Corinthians fallen in the Persian Wars: CEG 131 (Corinth, post 480 BC), which was later appended to its literary version; and Page 1981:n.XII (97 Bergk), whose length depends on the literary version that one quotes from. 25 Wade-Gery 1933; Podlecky 1973; Page 1981; Molyneux 1992 . Longer archaic metrical inscriptions are CEG 143 (Kerkyra, c.625-600?) and CEG 108 (Eretria, c.450 BC?); see further analysis in Chaniotis 1988:236ss. Megara's metrical inscriptions from the classical period do not offer further information (cf. CEG 133, 5 th ; CEG 134, c. 500?; and in the 4 th CEG 654 and CEG 655). There is only one exception, CEG 134, which presents more than one couplet. 26 See the three-distich epigram IG VII 52 (2 th AD), probably later re-inscribed from a literary copy as well (Petrovic 2007: 204) , or the twelve-line epigram of AP 13.19 by Simonides. 27 Petrovic 2007:194-208. 28 See Petrovic 2007 :204 n.45. According to Bravi (2006 , the ethnic could be referring to Megara's second harbour (also called Nisaea) in order to emphasize the naval force provided by the Megarians during the war, but the relationship between the agora and the omphalos remains to be explained. An allusion to Megara as "the city of Nisos" can be clearly seen in new Simonides' elegiac verses: [καὶ Μέγαρ' ἀρχείην Ν]ί̣ σου πόλις (P.Oxy 3965 = Sim. Fr. 11.37 West). 29 In support of this hypothesis, Petrovic states that we should expect τεύχω instead of ποιέω reserved for artisans or monument-builders in the signing of metrical inscriptions. The first signatures in epigraphic poetry are that of Ion of Samos (CEG 819, Delphi < Laconia, 350-300 BC?), Symmachos of Pelene (CEG 888, Lydia, 4 th BC; CEG 889, Lydia, 4 th BC), and there is an semi-obliterated one in CEG 700 (Cnidus, 4 th BC). Here τεύχω stands alone or with or ἐλεγεῖα. It
The false ascription of epigrams, especially the ones about the Persian Wars to Simonides, was a common practice in the literary tradition, and many studies try to deal with their authenticity. 30 This custom is based on the common practice of composing epigrams for the dead soldiers. It developed in the fifth century BC when the polis offered funeral honours in public spaces to its benefactors, but mostly spread out from the Hellenistic period onwards. This piece of evidence also matches with the later trend of assigning epigrams to famous authors, as is the case here. 31 Thus, epigrammatic anthologies and collections of (pseudo-)Simonidean poems did exist. 32 The connection between the poet and Megara can be traced by a scholion to Theocritus' Idyll. 12 (27 ss.), according to which the poet praises the Megarian sailors that participated in the Persian conflict. 33 However, concerning the authorship of the verses in IG VII 53 proper, Page dismisses altogether the ascription to Simonides, and considers that a good candidate for the epigram would be instead the Megarian poet Phliadas, although his chronology is not sure and there is no evidence to demonstrate it. 34 Bravi sees the influence of a local poetic oral tradition and refuses a preliminary literary version of the text, but his hypothesis has no grounds. 35 By contrast, Wade-Gery's interpretation seems quite plausible: "the local antiquaries of Megara (we may suppose) knew and preserved those poems in the 'Simonides' collection which referred to their town". 36 To sum up, there are no decisive arguments to accept the poet from Ceos as the composer of the epigram. Yet, there are no reasons to deny a later ascription as well, inasmuch seems to be a parallel between δῶρον ἒτευξε ἐλεγῆια in CEG 888 (ii) and [ ] δῶρ' έποίησε ἐλ̣ [εγῆι(α)] in CEG 889 (ii), both placed in the first part of the verse (an hexameter or pentameter) and coming from the sanctuary of Leto in Xanthus. See in this regard Guijarro Ruano 2016:42-43, 187-188. 30 Boas 1905; Page 1981; Podlecki 1973; Molyneux 1992 (especially, pages 147-210) ; Chaniotis 1988; Petrovic 2007 . See also Pausanias 9.2.5. 31 There are more parallels of funeral honours offered in an agora to a group of citizens who lost their lives in the name of their homeland, for instance, the Oresthasians died in Phigalea (Paus. 8.41.1) or the fallen in Plataea (Thuc. 3.58; Plut. Arist. 21). Also individual citizens were commemorated, like Philippe of Crotone, dead for the Segestan people (Hdt. 5.47); Maion and Aplheios, fallen for Sparta; or Talthybios whose tomb was in the agora of Aegium in Achaea (Paus. 12.7). For the religious function and heroic cult of the agora, see Martin 1951:164-201 (especially 194-201 as other epigrams related to the Persian Wars had authorship attributed in later periods.
A linguistic overflying over IG VII 53
Metrical inscriptions, as metrical and epigraphical texts, are expected to be influenced by poetic or literary languages as well as by local dialects. In the following sections, the linguistic data of the text are re-examined in a two-fold analysis, which consists of (4.1) a comparison of IG VII 53 with both epigraphic prose and literary poetic tradition(s), and (4.2) a classification of the epigram's traits according to metrical constraints. Through this analysis we could then differentiate and date a two-level linguistic phenomenon: the ones corresponding to the fourth century AD onwards (when the epigram was copied), and the original linguistic traits hidden behind the more recent spellings. This approach will provide us new arguments for accepting or dismissing the authenticity of the last couplets of the poem.
Analysis of linguistic features
Once the text has been deprived of the more recent linguistic features characteristic of a later pronunciation of Greek (already mentioned in §3.1), we observe that linguistic inconsistences are here at ease according to the general neglected style of the copied text. For instance, καί is written κέ in the prose introduction (l.1) and in contrast preserved in the verse part as καί (vv. 1, 7) but corrected by the scribe κέ for καί (v.3). This careless version of the texts points to the modest background of the copyist.
Doric and/or local influence
At first sight, there are no specific epichoric traits in the inscription.
Had they existed, they most certainly would have been hidden, that is, they would not have been found in the (recent) version of the text. Since IG VII 53 comes from Megara, and Megara is in the West, it is important to point out that sometimes there is no neat difference between local dialects and what is called "Doric" in West areas. In this way, we can understand both Doric dialects and Doric poetic tradition in a broad sense. More specifically, we can understand Doric poetic language as opposed to Ionic poetic language with regard to the composition of epigrams from the Hellenistic period onwards. 37 This is why it is not possible to differentiate whether the preservation of ᾱ in ἆμαρ (v.1), Εὐβοίᾳ With these connections in mind, Page argues that the epigram's composer presumably was a Megarian, and that Πάλιον was a "token of the high antiquity of the composition". 38 However, these features could also derive from an intended archaic style, as if it was a "Dorization" of a more recent Ionic form of Πήλιον. Hence, the term Μ<υ>κάλας ("Mycale") could well be an Ionic form (Μυκάλη) transferred to its Doric (or Megarian) equivalent in our epigram.
Furthermore, the preservation of ᾱ in Εὐβοίᾳ (v. 3) could be explained as (a) the local form of the toponym in the island of Euboea, 39 (b) the Doric (or Megarian) form of the name, or even (c) an Attic form, as many other Attic forms were preserved in Koine. In any case, it is noteworthy that expected Doric ᾱ forms clash with the customary Ionic ἀγορῇ in v.10 ( §4.1.2). The article τοί that opens the second, third, and fourth hexameters could also be due to a Doric or epichoric influence. Concerning ἒνπροσθε<ν> (v.5), the absence of a final -ν can be justified as an interference with the local dialect but, most probably, it is a case of mere misspelling. 40 No more specific local features can be found in the epigram: there is no trace of word-initial ϝin ἀστοί, 41 and χεῖρας presents the same /eː/ as in Attic-Ionic. 42 We do not find μh-spellings in Μεγαρεῦσιν as we usually find them in 37 In this regard, see Guijarro Ruano 2016:59-60, 555-557. 38 Page 1981 :215. 39 Del Barrio Vega 1987 In Megarian there is only one example attested in prevocalic context (πρόσθε ἔφευγον, IvO 22, Olympia < Megara, 6 BC). See Bechtel 1923180-181 §23. 41 In Corinthian and Megarian *w-> ϝappears until the fifth century BC (also *sw-> ϝ-/ϝh-), but there are no specific examples of *wastu-in documents of the area and the earlier cases of loss in this position are dated between the sixth and fifth centuries BC. See Bechtel 1923:169-170 §3. 42 The expected epichoric form is <ΧΕΡΑΣ>. For χειρ o (< *g´hes-r), see Bechtel 1923:177-178 §15.
the fifth century BC. 43 Anyhow, the use of their local equivalents would not have affected the metrical structure of the verse. Other forms such as the genitives τοξοφόρου and θανάτου or the accusatives ἀνθρώπους and ἱππομάχους present the expected vocalic result /oː/ (= <ου>) in Megarian as well as in Attic-Ionic dialects. Finally, we cannot be sure about the interpretation and correction of ὀμφαλῷ. The current spelling could be seen as a graphic confusion resulting from an epichoric spelling <O> which, in a later copy from an epigraphical model, was re-interpreted as -ῳ and not as -ου. 44 Such an assumption is a way of explaining ἀμφίς + dative instead of the genitive with the sense of "far from"
(v.9). In Homer, however, we do find parallels of ἀμφί + dative with the same meaning of "around". 45
Non-Doric features
The epigram presents some linguistic features alien to the epichoric dialect. The most striking example is the Lesbian pronoun ἄμμι (v.9), which contrasts with the expected local form ἁµῖν (although ἡμῶν appears in the final prose line). 46 The influence of Aeolic-Lesbian poetic features in pre-Hellenistic epigraphic poetry is less evident than the epic or elegiac one. Conversely, a compound adjective in -δοκος fits better with ἀγορᾷ ("receiving people", "crowded", "thronging"). If this hypothesis is correct, it supports a late date for the last distich, since these adjectives in -δοκος are more recent -unless there is a reason for calling the Megarians "receivers of people" that remains unnoticed by us.
Finally, there could exist an enjambment between the final two verses of Hellenistic epigraphic poetry. 53 However, Νισαίων does actually seem to match better with ἀγορῇ.
Poetic expressions
The epigram is full of expressions that point to an inherited poetic language. A particularly remarkable expression is the Homeric ἐλεύθερον ἆμαρ ("the day of freedom") in which ἆμαρ is used instead of ἡμέρα. 54 This expression is followed by the verb ἀέξ<ε>ιν, the poetic equivalent to αὔξω (in a zero grade *°H2ugs-), an uncommon juncture that opposes δούλιον ἦμαρ. 55 It is noteworthy that both expressions are epigraphically attested. 56 There are other literary parallels to be mentioned. Thus, in χεῖρας ἐπ' ἀνθρώπους ἱππομάχους ἱέναι (v.10) we can observe, first, the influence of the Homeric construction ἐφίημι + χεῖρας + dative ("lay hands on somebody") 57 and, second, an allusion to the Persian enemies within the same expression ἀνθρώπους ἱππομάχους quoted in another epigram attributed to Simonides (AP 6.2).
The epiclesis τοξοφόρου ("bow-bearing") and the preposition ἀμφίς are poetic words as well. Τhe former is a recurrent epithet for Apollo and Artemis 58 that stands for the expected one Προσηῴα employed to refer to the temple of Artemis located in the cape of Artemisium. 59 The latter also points to a poetic usage: instead of the more usual ἀμφί, all the epigraphic occurrences of ἀμφίς appear exclusively in metrical contexts. 60 Another noticeable expression is 53 See Wilhelm 1899:241, and more recently Petrovic 2007: 202. 54 The usual sequence is ἐλεύθερον ἦμαρ ἀπούρας after the trochaic caesura (Ιl. 6.455, 16.831, 20.193 θανάτου μοῖραν (v. 2), frequently used in funerary metrical inscriptions from the sixth century BC onwards. It was especially common in Attica, being always associated with verse inscriptions. 61 Since θανάτου μοῖραν does not appear in literary texts in earlier times, it can be considered as a typical formula in epigraphical poetry.
The metrical constraint
Once classified the linguistic characteristics of the text, we can now turn to the analysis of how metrics determines the choice of a given trait, and to what extent it helps to preserve original dialectal forms. Leaving aside the prose part and Koine features of the epigram, the evidence seems to suggest that the use of literary and/or artificial terms constituted a deliberated attempt and not a fortuitous linguistic fact. The election was conditioned by their more or less suitability to fit into the metrical pattern.
Non-metrically equivalent pairs
In the sense of the internal metrical structure of the words, not only the poetic ἆμαρ (--) οr τοξοφόρου (-˘ ˘-) fit better in their respective parts of the verse than their more prosaic counterparts ἁμέρα (-˘ -) or Προσηῴας (˘ ---), but also Νισαίων (---) and ἀστοί (--) could be used in a poetic way because of their metric structure (compare with their lexical equivalents Μεγαρέων ˘ ˘ ˘or πολίται ˘ ˘-). 62 Another lexical item with different metrics is the pronoun ἂμμι (-˘). Such a difference can be due to an Aeolic poetic tradition, but in the Homeric vulgata the pair ἂμμιἂμμιν is also employed according to metrical constraints. This is why the epic tradition may have influenced other poets, as well as later epigrammatic poetry. 63 The lack of -ν ephelkystikon is imperative 61 Attica, CEG 112, Thisbe, c. 500 BC?; CEG 123, Thessaly, CEG 172, Apollonia Pontica, c. 490; and CEG 462) . Two of them are in the first position of the hexameter/pentameter (CEG 112, 123) . In the fourth century, there are three examples of ἀστός (CEG 483, Attica, CEG 692, Rhodes; CEG 705, Cos), and only one of them is in the incipit of the verse (CEG 483). 63 The same applies to ὒμμι -υμμιν, see Chantraine 1958: §127. In literary epigrams, ἂμμι(ν) appears in the same position as in IG VII 53 (AP 1.22, 1.27, 1. 95, 7.42, 7.577 and 15.40) , but also in the middle of hexameters and pentameters (AP 5.254, 7.198, 7. 467, 7.540, 7.581, 9.142,  for the correct prosody of the verse: ἁμίν is more commonly employed in Doric, but its use would have created an irregular second longum (--). As a result, the pronoun ἂμμι is justified in prosodic terms, and its presence in the epigram is significant for the hypothesis of a later addition of the last distich, due to the lack of other instances of this Aeolic dative in early epigrams. Therefore, the, final -ν is prosodically required in Μεγαρεῦσιν and ἒνπροσθε, but only written in the first case.
Metrically equivalent pairs
The intentional poetic character of the text is lexically reinforced not only by the use of ἀέξ<ε>ιν, whose metrical scheme (˘ --) is identical to the more frequent αὒξειν, 64 but also by the preposition ἀμφίς. The selection of the form with the mobile -ς does not affect the meter. On the other hand, the final -ν is not a dialectal fact, but a tool that is used depending on metrical requirements. There are three different results in our text: (a) a metrically The most striking equivalent metrical pairs are the forms with ᾱ and η.
The /aː/ vowel is preserved in geographic names (Παλίῳ, Εὐβοίᾳ) even if in its place of origin we expect η (Μ<υ>κάλας). In poetic expressions ᾱ is also maintained, such as in ἐλεύθερον ἆμαρ, or in reference to Artemis (ἁγνᾶς 
Conclusions
Based on a linguistic analysis of IG VII 53, we can conclude that there are no certain epichoric traits in the extant text of the epigram. If they did exist, they would have appeared in a context of metrical equivalence (ϝ-, μh-spellings, Excepting the first item, the last three features are gathered in λαοδόκω<ι> 'ν 67 According to Prandi 1990:61-65, there is no evidence of relocation of the dead in Athens, but that must have been the case for Corinthians, Megarians, and the Spartan king Leonidas. This is the idea behind IG VII 53. 68 Page 1981 :215. 69 Petrovic 2007 ἀγορῇ. Furthermore, Helladios' copy of the text must have originated from a literary version of the epigram on account of its attribution to Simonides, as it was generally the case in the epigrammatic anthologies. The final prose line also resembles a sentence from a comment glossing the edition of the verses.
To conclude, the entire text is better explained on the basis of two different phases that concern the composition of the epigram and the construction of the monument. In the first phase, an original epigram was Finally, it is worthy to establish a parallel between the history of IG VII 53 and AP VII 249, a literary epigram allegedly ascribed to Simonides. If there was an original inscribed version of AP VII 249, it would have been lost, but from its literary transmission we know that AP VII 249 was the well-known epigram dedicated to Leonidas and the Spartan soldiers fallen in the battle of Thermopylae. It would be as if the Lacedemonians one, two, three, or even hundred years later decided to inscribe in an outstanding place the famous epigram of their fallen in the Thermopylae, an epigram which was also transmitted under Simonides' name. Since metrics does not help to preserve local forms, it is a very difficult task in both cases to determine precisely both how was and how long took the flight of these epigraphic (rarae) aves to our days.
